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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the following communication: Amendment filed 2/01/08. 
This action is made final. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 4-18 are pending in the case. Claims 1,13 and 15 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 4-18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Xu 
et al (Patent No US 6493694 B1; hereinafter Xu) in view of Klos et al (Pub No US 
2002/0168054 A1; hereinafter Klos). 

As to claims 1 and 15, Xu teaches: 

A method and system for correcting an error in a service order, the service order 
comprising an electronic document having a plurality of fields, the plurality of fields having data 
associated therewith (e.g., see col. 1 lines 39-50, col. 4 lines 9-11 and lines 57-67), the method 
comprising: 

providing a service order control panel, the service order control panel comprising a 
plurality of function commands, each function command having an associated predetermined 
function that manipulates data in at least one of the plurality of fields in the service order (e.g., 
see col. 4 lines 1-8 and col. 8 lines 1-34; note that through the Magic Box Engine Interfaces, a 
user can issues command to update or correct a service order, see col. 7 lines 59-67 through 
col. 8 lines 1-34); 
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detecting an error in the service order, wherein said detecting is performed by a service 
provider using computer software code to identify a data irregularity (e.g., see col. 4 lines 9-28); 

accepting user input from a user to select a function command, wherein the user input is 
provided by a service provider (e.g., see col. 4 lines 24-28 and col. 8 lines 1-8; note the rule 
language supports a simplistic way of invoking functions, see col. 20 lines 55-57); and 

automatically performing the predetermined function associated with the selected 
function command to manipulate data to correct the error in at least one of the plurality of fields 
in the service order (e.g., see col. 4 lines 9-28 and lines 57-67 through col. 5 lines 1-5 and col. 8 
lines 1-34). 

Xu does not expressly teach a service order control panel comprising a plurality of 
function controls and user selection of a function control. 

Klos teaches a system and method for provisioning a digital subscriber line service in a 
telecommunication network wherein the system further comprises a graphical user interface 
(GUI) that enables interaction by a network operator (e.g., see [0053], [0065]). Klos further 
teaches errors are identified related to at least on of the service order and the errors are 
displayed at the GUI to enable a user to analyze and respond to the errors (e.g., see [0058]). 
Specifically, Klos teaches a service order control panel comprising a plurality of function controls 
and user selection of a function control (e.g., [0089], [0090]). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used the control panel for provisioning a service order as taught by 
Klos to the method and system for correcting an error in a service order as taught by Xu to 
achieve the claimed invention because Xu suggests to a skilled artisan that different 
applications or languages can be used to implement the method of correcting an error in a 
service order (e.g., see Xu col. 4 lines 3-8). As further suggested by Xu, the motivation for the 
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combination is to avoid the delay of the automatic distribution and processing of a service order 
that the errors detected in the service order might cause (e.g., see Xu col. 1 lines 15-23). 

As to claim 13, claim 13 reflects a computer program product comprising a computer 
readable medium having computer readable program code embodied therein (e.g., see col. 3 
lines 29-45), the computer readable program code used for performing the methods steps as 
claimed in claim 1 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

As to claims 2, 14, and 16, Klos further teaches wherein the service order control panel 
further comprises at least one linking control, the linking control having a portion of the service 
order associated therewith (e.g., see [0090] and Fig. 1), the method further comprising: 
accepting user input to select a linking control (e.g., see [0053] and [0090]); and 
displaying the portion of the service order associated with the selected linking control 
(e.g., see [0090]). Thus, combining Klos and Xu would meet the claimed limitations for the 
same reasons as discussed with respect to claim 1 above. 

As to claim 4, Xu further teaches accepting user input from the user to edit data 
associated with at least one of the plurality of fields (e.g., see col. 4 lines 9-28 and col. 8 lines 1- 
34). 

As to claim 5, Xu further teaches wherein the predetermined function comprises a 
disconnect function and performing the predetermined function further comprises automatically 
disconnecting a telecommunications service (e.g., see col. 4 lines 1-33 and lines 56-67 through 
col. 5 lines 1-5; note that the service order relates to telecommunication service, see col. 1 lines 
10-25). 
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As to claim 6, Klos further teaches wherein the predetermined function comprises a 
connect function and performing the predetermined function further comprises automatically 
connecting a telecommunications service (e.g., see [0090]). Thus, combining Klos and Xu would 
meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons as discussed with respect to claim 1 above. 

As to claim 7, Klos further teaches wherein the predetermined function comprises a 
transfer function and performing the predetermined function further comprises automatically 
transferring a telecommunications service to a predetermined location (e.g., see [0089]). Thus, 
combining Klos and Xu would meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons as discussed 
with respect to claim 1 above. 

As to claim 8, Klos further teaches wherein the predetermined function comprises a no 
field work function and performing the predetermined function further comprises changing one 
of the plurality of fields in the service order to indicate that no field work is required (e.g., note 
the GUI further enables a manual intervention schedule, used to resolve order and provisioning 
errors, see [0090]; although the disclosed invention does not teach the no field work function, 
the disclosed invention clearly teaches that field work included as part of a service order; of 
course, when a service order that can be updated or manipulated, those skilled in the art would 
appreciate this function to be able to complete a service order). Thus, combining Klos and Xu 
would meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons as discussed with respect to claim 1 
above. 

As to claim 9, Klos further teaches wherein performing the predetermined function 
further comprises manipulating the data in at least one of the plurality of fields in the service 
order to indicate that the service order is complete (e.g., see Fig. 4). Thus, combining Klos and 
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Xu would meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons as discussed with respect to claim 
1 above. 

As to claim 10, Xu further teaches wherein performing the predetermined function 
further comprises altering data in at least one of the plurality of fields in the service order (e.g., 
see col. 4 lines 9-28 and col. 8 lines 1-34). 

As to claim 11, Klos further teaches wherein the data is a date of service (e.g., see 
[0090]). Thus, combining Klos and Xu would meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons 
as discussed with respect to claim 1 above. 

As to claim 12, Xu further teaches wherein the service order is a telecommunications 
service order (e.g., see col. 1 lines 10-25). 

As to claim 17, Xu further teaches wherein the detected error is a data inconsistency 
(e.g., see col. 1 lines 10-25). 

As to claim 18, Xu further teaches further comprising identifying the fields that include 
inconsistent data in the service order (e.g., see col. 4 lines 1-33). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 2, 4-18 have been considered but are 
not persuasive. 

I. Applicant's argument that the prior art of Xu fails to disclose function controls having an 
associated predetermined function that manipulates data in at least one of the plurality of 
fields in the service order (e.g., see Applicant's remark page 6, paragraph 5). 
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In response, the examiner disagrees and directs the Applicant to the fact that, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are 
based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). In this case, the 
combination of Xu and Klos clearly teach the limitation of "control panel comprising a plurality of 
function controls, each function control having an associated predetermined function that 
manipulates data in at least one of the plurality of fields in the service order", addressed supra. 

II. Applicant's argument that the automatic rules of Xu do not appear to be responsive to user 
selection (e.g., see Applicant's remark page 6, paragraph 5). 

In response, the examiner disagrees and directs the Applicant to the fact that, the 
features upon which applicant relies (i.e., responsive to user selection) are not recited in the 
rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations 
from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). In this case, all that is required in the claim language of claim 1 
is "accepting user input from a user to select a function control". That is the claim only requires 
the user to input a text command to select a function control. In this sense, the combination of 
Xu and Klos teaches the limitation of "accepting user input from a user to select a function 
control"; especially, the prior art of Xu teaches "accepting user input from a user to select a 
function command" (e.g., see col. 4 lines 24-28, col. 8 lines 1-9; note the commands can also be 
issued by the users through the interactive mode of the Magic Box engine). 

III. Applicant's argument that the command proposed by Xu do not include a predetermined 
function that manipulates data in at least one of the plurality of fields in the service order 
as recited in claim 1 (e.g., see Applicant's remark page 7, paragraph 1). 
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In response, the examiner again directs the Applicant to the fact that, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986) and further directs the Applicant 
to another fact that arguing that the cited prior art teaches additional features or unrelated 
embodiments, does nothing to address the evidence relied upon in support of the rejection. In 
this case, the combination of Xu and Klos teaches the limitation "a predetermined function that 
manipulates data in at least one of the plurality of fields in the service order" as recited in claim 
1 . Particularly, the prior art of Xu teaches the system for correcting a text service order 
comprising a service order reader, a rule interpreter, a service order formatter. The service 
order reader is configured to convert the service order into a linked data structure representing 
the plurality of text fields. The rule interpreter is configured to apply a plurality of rules to the 
linked data structure to modify the linked data structure as demanded based on the plurality of 
rules. The service order formatter is configured to convert the linked data structure into a 
corrected service order when the linked data structure has been modified based on the plurality 
of rules (e.g., see col. 2 lines 21-32; note that the rules are applied to the data structure through 
user command and in compliance with a specified type of language syntax and each rule 
describes possibly a certain type of error conditions and actions to fix them, see col. 4 lines 9- 
28, see Table 3). Clearly, one skilled in the art, at the time the invention was made, would 
recognize that each command disclosed in Xu reference having an associated predetermined 
function that manipulates data in at least one of the plurality of fields in the service order. For 
example, the command CO as disclosed in table 2 or table 5 can modified the status field of the 
service order to "cancel". 



Application/Control Number: 10/624,160 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2179 

IV. Applicant's argument that the prior art of Klos does not disclose a service order panel 
including a plurality of function controls and user selection of the functional controls (e.g., 
see Applicant's remark page 7, paragraph 3). 

In response, the examiner again directs the Applicant to the fact that, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1 091 , 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1 986). In this case, the combination of 
Xu and Klos teaches the limitation of a service order panel including a plurality of function 
controls and accepting user input from a user to select a function command as rejected supra. 

V. Applicant's argument that the prior art of Klos does not appear to include functional 
controls that are associated with a predetermined function that manipulates data in at least 
one of the plurality of fields in the service order (e.g., see Applicant's remark page 7, 
paragraph 3). 

In response, the examiner directs the Applicant to the fact that "[l]n considering the 
disclosure of a reference, it is proper to take into account not only specific teachings of the 
reference but also the inferences which one skilled in the art would reasonably be expected to 
draw therefrom." In re Preda, 401 F.2d 825, 826, 159 USPQ 342, 344 (CCPA 1968). In this 
case, the prior art of Xu clearly teach a service order control panel comprising a plurality of 
function commands, each function command having an associated predetermined function that 
manipulates data in at least one of the plurality of fields in the service order (e.g., see the above 
response III). Klos teaches a system and method for provisioning a digital subscriber line 
service in a telecommunication network wherein the system further comprises a graphical user 
interface (GUI) that enables interaction by a network operator (e.g., see [0053], [0065]). Klos 
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further teaches errors are identified related to at least on of the service order and the errors are 
displayed at the GUI to enable a user to analyze and respond to the errors (e.g., see [0058]). 
Specifically, Klos teaches a service order control panel comprising a plurality of function controls 
and user selection of a function control (e.g., [0089], [0090]; note that corrective action or other 
GUI actions can be initiated through GUI). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to make the combination for the reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 1 
above. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art 
references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any 
way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have 
reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332- 
33,216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 158 USPQ 
275,277 (CCPA 1968)). 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to TuyetLien (Lien) T. Tran whose telephone number is 571-270-1033. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Friday: 7:30 - 5:00 (every other Friday off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo can be reached on 571-272-4847. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/TuyetLien T Tran/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2179 

/Weilun Lo/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2179 



